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Abstract 
The focus of our paper is on the linguistic dysfunctions arising in the process of didactic communication. Starting from the 
existing literature, the objectives of our research are to identify the linguistic dysfunctions in the didactic communication at 
primary, gymnasium and high school levels and to provide a comparative analysis in order to determine their hierarchy for each 
of the three levels with a view to achieve an adequate diagnosis that allows the exact localization of the problematic aspects of 
the linguistic act. The results of the study may be further of use for teachers to make the correct decisions to improve the process 
of didactic communication.  
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1. Introduction 
The linguistic dimension of didactic communication has always been an issue of relevance in nowadays 
pedagogy. Its emergence in discussions arises from the need to identify the problems and find ways to correct and 
constantly improve the didactic process of communication. The research in our paper is as an extension of this need, 
as it is focused on the linguistic dysfunctions, their identification and their comparative analysis in order to provide 
teachers with realistic data concerning the shortcomings of the communication in the didactic activities.  
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2. Theoretical considerations 
According to specialized literature (Anghel, 2003; Botezat, 2007; Craia, 2001; 2008; O`Sullivan, Hartley et al. 
2001; Pâniúoară, 2004) a possible synthetisizing definition of dysfunctions in communication emerges as ”all 
aspects which influence communication negatively”. The issue of linguistic dysfunctions was approached by 
Altman, Valenzi & Hodgetts’s (1985), who tackled, among others, the differences of the communicational 
repertoires between the teacher’s and the pupils’, the inability of the emitter to speak adequately etc. Along the same 
lines, (Haney (1992) and Cerghit (2008) insist on the problem of the lack of a common repertoire between 
communicators pinned as a serious barrier in communication resulting into failure of understanding. On the other 
hand, Cerghit (2008) speaks of semiotic perturbations explained as ’’pupils’ inability of understanding exactly what 
is communicated (semantic problems – they do not know certain terms, syntagms etc.)”. Additionally, he 
emphasizes the problem of an adequate rhythm in communication which should allow a correct and complete 
reception of the message. We also meet the same idea in Tran & Stănciugelu (2003) who state that the pupils’ 
interest in the message of communication must be maintained through the adjustment of the rhythm of speech. 
Torrington & Hall (1991) speak of dysfunctions as barriers in sending the message, in receiving it and barriers of 
understanding. Other studies (SăOăYăstru, 2004; Slama-Cazacu, 1999) deal with linguistic dysfunctions caused by 
the use of words unknown to the receivers of the message, otherwise put, language unadapted to the level of 
understanding of the receivers. Prutianu (2004) draws attention on the brevity of the message which also affects the 
process of communication.  
Ferreol & Flageul (1998) take into consideration the problems of diction (incorrect pronunciation, omission of 
consonants, the abuse of interjections as replacements of words in explanations etc.) as ways that affect the form in 
which the message is transmitted. ùerbănescu (2007) enlarges upon the matter, speaking of the influence of the oral 
language over the written one, which leads to effects of useless conciseness and difficulties of understanding. 
Furthermore, Verza (2003) stresses on the difficulties of the written language (the conceptual formulation, the 
mental structuring of the material, the impersonal character) resulting into serious linguistic dysfunctions. 
 In an analysis of the references above we have come to the conclusion that the issue of linguistic dysfunctions 
has been approached fragmentarily in various studies on the verbal communication or on the barriers in 
communication. Gathering all this information, we tried to offer a unitary interdisciplinary perspective of the 
linguistic dysfunctions in the context of didactic communication. 
3. Presentation of research 
3.1. The research objectives 
The objectives of our study are: a) to identify the linguistic dysfunctions in the didactic communication at 
primary, gymnasium and high school levels, starting from the theoretical background sketched above; b) to realize a 
comparative analysis of the linguistic dysfunctions in the didactic intercommunication in order to determine their 
hierarchy for each of the three levels with a view to achieve an adequate diagnosis that allows the exact localization 
of the problematic aspects of the linguistic act, a starting point for future paths needed to improve the didactic 
communication.  
3.2. The participants 
We have applied a questionnaire to a sample of 150 teachers (50 for each school level: primary, gymnasium, high 
school) from Vrancea County, Romania. The teachers were selected from among experienced teachers with 10 to 30 
years of experience in the educational system.  
3.3. The instrument 
We have used a questionnaire which analyzes the opinions of the teachers in the primary, gymnasium and high 
school environment regarding the linguistics dysfunctions in the didactic communication. The questionnaire was 
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conceived based on the study of specialized literature previously mentioned and at the same time on the discussions 
in  focus-groups  with  the  teachers  from each of  the  three  school  levels.  This  led  to  the  identification  of  a  series  of   
linguistic dysfunctions in the didactic communication transposed into the following items:  
x lack of equivalence between the linguistic repertoires of the teacher’s and of the pupils’; 
x language unadapted to the pupils’ level of understanding; 
x routine language which affects receptivity; 
x concise educational messages; 
x pupils’ difficulties of oral and written expression; 
x the slow / fast rhythm adopted in communication; 
x the excessive use of figures of speech (allusions, metaphors, irony, personifications, parables, euphemisms etc.); 
x strict, restrictive norms of verbal conduct established by the teacher.  
The respondents were instructed to answer depending on how often they met the situations described by the 
indicators included in the questionnaire. Each item of the questionnaire comprised a five-step scale. They had to 
circle one of the following variants: (1) to a very low extent, (2) to a low extent, (3) to an average extent, (4) to a 
large extent, (5) to a very large extent. The procedure allowed the collection of data revealing specific linguistic 
dysfunctions in the didactic communication.     
3.4. The research methods 
For the comparative analysis we have used the SPSS program, the t-test for the independent samples and Levene 
test.  
3.5. The research results  
Descriptive statistics of the scores obtained are presented in Table 1.  
Table 1. Means and standard deviation of linguistic dysfunctions scores  
Items of linguistic dysfunctions  Primary school  
 Mean (std. dev.) 
Gymnasium  
Mean (std. dev.) 
High school 
Mean (std. dev.) 
lack of equivalence between the linguistic repertoires of the 
teacher’s and of the pupils’ 
  2,98 (1,270)  3,52 (1,015)  3,50 (1,165) 
language unadapted to the pupils’ level of understanding   3,86 (1,325)  3,76 (1,080)  4,00 (0,756) 
routine language which affects receptivity   2,54 (0,838)  3,08 (1,192)  3,24 (1,302) 
concise educational messages   3,76 (0,625)  3,30 (1,035)  3,54 (1,054) 
pupils’ difficulties of oral and written expression   3,08 (1,047)  3,46 (0,838)  3,72 (1,011) 
the slow / fast rhythm adopted in communication   3,40 (0,857)  3,58 (0,859)  3,40 (1,178) 
he excessive use of figures of speech (allusions, metaphors, 
irony, personifications, parables, euphemisms etc.) 
  4,12 (1,189)  4,70 (1,134)  4,62 (1,084) 
strict, restrictive norms of verbal conduct established by the 
teacher 
  3,74 (1,214)  3,64 (1,002)  3,60 (1,076) 
Taking into consideration the means obtained in table 1 we have realised a hierarchy of the linguistic 
dysfunctions in the three school levels as presented in table 2. As such, the linguistic dysfunction in the 1st rank is 
present to a very large extent, whereas the 8th rank means the linguistic dysfunction occurs to a very low extent in 
the didactic communication. 
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Table 2. Descriptive of hierarchy of the linguistic dysfunctions on the three school levels 
Rank Primary school Gymnasium High school 
  1. the excessive use of figures of 
speech  
the excessive use of figures of speech the excessive use of figures of speech 
  2. language unadapted to the pupils’ 
level of understanding 
language unadapted to the pupils’ level of 
understanding 
language unadapted to the pupils’ level of 
understanding 
  3. concise educational messages strict, restrictive norms of verbal conduct 
established by the teacher 
pupils’ difficulties of oral and written 
expression 
  4. strict, restrictive norms of verbal 
conduct established by the teacher 
the slow / fast rhythm adopted in 
communication 
strict, restrictive norms of verbal conduct 
established by the teacher 
  5. the slow / fast rhythm adopted in 
communication 
lack of equivalence between the linguistic 
repertoires of the teacher’s and of the pupils’ 
concise educational messages 
  6. pupils’ difficulties of oral and 
written expression 
pupils’ difficulties of oral and written 
expression 
lack of equivalence between the linguistic 
repertoires of the teacher’s and of the pupils 
  7. lack of equivalence between the 
linguistic repertoires of the teacher’s 
and of the pupils’ 
concise educational messages the slow / fast rhythm adopted in 
communication 
  8. routine language which affects 
receptivity 
routine language which affects receptivity routine language which affects receptivity 
Analyzing comparatively the means of the indicators of the linguistic dysfunctions (table 1), we observed that the 
highest means, existing in all three levels of school, were for excessive use of figures of speech (primary (m=4,12), 
gymnasium (m = 4,70), high school (m= 4,62)) and language unadapted to the pupils’ level of understanding 
(primary (m=3,86), gymnasium (m= 3,76), high school (m = 4,00)). The lowest mean, existing in all three level 
schools as well, is for routine language which affects receptivity (primary (m=2,54), gymnasium (m= 3,08), high 
school (m = 3,24)). With the other items, the hierarchic order varies as shown in table 2.  
We set the significance level to 0,05 and we applied the T test for independent groups in order to determine the 
differences at the level of the linguistic dysfunctions between the groups. The analyses were performed between 
primary school and gymnasium, primary school and high school, gymnasium and high school. As a result, there are 
significant differences between the primary school and the gymnasium for 5 items (lack of equivalence between the 
linguistic repertoires of the teacher’s and of the pupils’, routine language which affects receptivity, concise 
educational messages, pupils’ difficulties of oral and written expression, the excessive use of figures of speech, 
p<0,05) and between the primary school and the high school for 4 items (lack of equivalence between the linguistic 
repertoires of the teacher’s and of the pupils’, routine language which affects receptivity, pupils’ difficulties of oral 
and written expression, the excessive use of figures of speech, p<0,05). For each of the items, the mean obtained is 
lower for the primary school in comparison with the gymnasium or the high school. However, between the 
gymnasium and the high school there are not significant differences for any of the analyzed items (p>0,05).  
The comparative analyses suggest that, although there are linguistic dysfunctions at the primary level, they have a 
smaller extension at this level than at gymnasium and high school. Moreover, after having applied the test we may 
notice that there are not statistically significant differences between gymnasium and high school, which demonstrate 
convergence of opinions of the two categories of teachers questioned and a similar display of linguistic 
dysfunctions, with the mention that the hierarchy of the items varies.  
4. Conclusions 
Our research leads to an adequate diagnosis of the linguistic dysfunctions in the process of communication at 
three school levels, allowing the exact localization of the problematic aspects of the linguistic act in the didactic 
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communication. On the one hand, the identification of the linguistic dysfunctions may be used by teachers in their 
daily practice to make the correct decisions to optimize the process of didactic communication. On the other hand, 
the results of the research may be used to realize an articulate strategy of an efficient communication in the large 
context of education. Further studies are required to verify the causal relationship of the ratio between the linguistic 
dysfunctions in the didactic communication and the level of institutionalized education.  
Although our study focused on the linguistic dysfunctions, mention must be made that didactic communication is 
an experience of the dialogue, but also of interhuman relationships and collaboration. In the process of 
communication the dysfunctions do not act isolated, but they influence each other and some combinations may lead 
to serious damaging impact on the pupil or the school group. Therefore, we consider that our study may be 
completed with analyses of dysfunctions of other nature (pedagogical, psychological, psychosocial, contextual etc.). 
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